
to his recovery, does not apply to an original application for
compensation on account of an entire loss of the sight of an
eye when the question to be decided is whether that loss is
due to an unreasonable refusal to remove the cause. The
evidence was that the proposed operation would not be
attended with any risk, and appeared to be such as any rea¬
sonable man would take advantage of, if he had no one
against whom he could claim compensation, and the board
found that it was the duty of Goodwin to have the operation
performed. Under that finding the refusal of Goodwin was
unreasonable, and the continued loss of sight should be
attributed to such refusal, and not to the accident. The order
of the board was not consistent with its finding. If the
operation for the loss of sight should be had, and prove
unsuccessful, the Joilet Motor Company would be liable for
the loss of sight, as well as the surgical and hospital services
necessary for the operation and the treatment already
received ; but, if successful, its liability would be for the
temporary loss of time and treatments had, and surgical and
hospital expenses necessary for the operation, and if the
operation should not be a substantial success there would be
a different basis of compensation from a case of total loss of
eyesight. It was urged that no claim for compensation was
made on the Joliet Motor Company until after the expiration
of more than six months after the accident ; but the foreman
knew of the accident when it occurred, and afterward the
company's manager offered Goodwin $200 in settlement of
the injury. Goodwin told the secretary or treasurer that he
was going to look to the company to reimburse him, and the
manager said that was all right, and advised him to take
care of the eye. The notice was sufficient.

Wife's Separate Estate Obligated to Pay
for Medical Services

(Charron v. Day (Mass.), 117 N. E. R. 347)

The Supreme Judicial Court of Massachusetts overrules
exceptions to a finding for the plaintiff in this action by a

physician against an executor to recover for services rendered
to the defendant's testatrix during a period of years prior
to her decease. The court says that the testatrix was then
a married woman living with her husband, who worked for
the support of the family and furnished her the money with
which she paid the household bills, including certain cash
payments to the plaintiff.
The law implies an obligation on the part of the husband

to pay for medical attendance rendered to his wife. But
under present statutes the wife also may incur an obligation
to pay for such attendance. Massachusetts Statutes of 1910,
Chapter 576, whereby a married woman may be held liable
under stated conditions jointly with her husband for debts
for necessaries not exceeding $100 in value, have no appli¬
cation to the facts of the case at bar. But a married woman
may bind her separate estate to pay for necessaries furnished
to her by an express promise or by conduct and words from
which an intentional obligation to that effect may be inferred.
The auditor's findings bearing on this point were that :
"No express agreement was made by Mrs. Day to pay Dr. Charron for

his services. .

. .

Mrs. Day often told Dr. Charron that there would
he property enough left by her after her death to pay him and that he
would get his pay. .

. .

All payments made on account of this bill
were cash with the exception of one item of credit, which was one load
of hay, Dec. 5, 1910, $10. Mrs. Day owned the land from which this
hay was cut and knew of the transaction.

. . .

His charges were
made against Mrs.
-

Day and whenever payments were made
on account of his bill Mrs. Day made them or they were made by her
direction," presumably, however, out of money furnished by her hus¬
band. "I do not find that . . . she knew the amount of Dr.
Charron's charges against her, nor that she knew that Dr. Charron
was charging her for services to other members of the family, nor
do I find that there was ever any promise to pay on her part any bill
of Dr. Charron during her lifetime, but that she told the doctor that,
if you do not get your money now, you will some time after my
death. . . ."
The finding was against the plaintiff so far as services

rendered to other members of the family were concerned,
and no question arose on that point.
The request of the defendant for a ruling that the plaintiff

could not recover was denied rightly in view of these findings

of fact. The testatrix knew the attendance was rendered to
her and apparently knew that the charges were made against
her. One credit on the account was made seemingly out of
her property with her knowledge and consent. The finding
that there was no "express agreement" on her part to pay
must be considered in connection with the further finding
that she said to the doctor that she would leave property
enough to pay the bill, and that he would get his pay after
her death. The fair implication of these words might rea¬
sonably be found to be that she intended him to understand
that her estate should be bound to pay his charges, if they
were not paid before her decease. If this was so, then it
would be equivalent to a direct promise to pay the debt after
her death. A contract to pay money after one's own death
is valid.

Cross-Examination Allowed as to Previous Ailments
(Lampel v. Goldstein et al. (N. Y.), 167 N. Y. Supp. 576)

The Supreme Court of New York, Appellate Term, First
Department, says that, in this action to recover damages for
personal injuries, the plaintiffs physician testified that he
treated her for about two weeks after the accident for con¬
tusions and lacerations, and for a hysterical and nervous
condition. He further testified, on cross-examination, that
he had treated her professionally before the accident and also
treated her after the expiration of the two weeks. The trial
court, however, refused to allow the defendants to question
the physician about the nature and symptoms of the ailments
for which he treated the plaintiff shortly before the accident
and shortly after the two weeks following the accident, appar¬
ently basing its ruling on the question of privilege. This
was clearly error, as, the physician having been called as a
witness by the plaintiff, the defendants had the right to
cross-examine him about the other ailments from which the
plaintiff had suffered before the accident, and to bring out,
if possible, that the hysterical and nervous condition treated
by him after the accident was due to the previous ailments.

Society Proceedings
COMING MEETINGS

American Medical Association, Chicago, June 10-14.
Alpha Omega Alpha Society, Chicago, June 10.
American Climatological and Clin. Assn., Boston, June 5-6.
American Dermatological Association, Philadelphia, May 23-25.
American Gastro-Enterological Association, Atlantic City, May 6-7.
American Gynecological Society, Philadelphia, May 16-18.
American Laryngological Association, Atlantic City, May 27-29.
Amer. Laryn., Rhin, and Otol. Soc, Atlantic City, May 29-30.
American Medico-Psychological Association, Chicago, June 4-7.
American Neurological Association, Atlantic City, May 9-10. -

American Orthopedic Association, Washington, D. C, April 22-23.American Otological Society, Atlantic City, May 28-29.
American Pediatrie Society, Lenox, Mass., May 27-29.
American Proctologie Society, Chicago, June 10-11.
American Surgical Association, Cincinnati, June 6-8.
American Therapeutic Society, Richmond, Va., June 7-8.
Arizona Medical Association, Phoenix, April 24-25.
Arkansas Medical Society, Jonesboro, May 7-9.
Association of American Physicians, Atlantic City, May 7-8.
Conference of State & Prov. Bds. of N. Amer., Washington, June 5-6.
Connecticut State Medical Society, Hartford, May 15-16.
Illinois State Medical Society, Springfield, May 21-23.
Iowa State Medical Society, Fort Dodge, May 8-10.
Kansas Medical Society, Kansas City, May 1-3.
Maryland Medical and Chir. Faculty of Baltimore, April 23-25.
Massachusetts Medical Society, Boston, June 18-19.
Michigan State Medical Society, Battle Creek, May 7-9.
Mississippi State Medical Association, Jackson, May 14-15.
Missouri State Medical Association, Jefferson City, May 6-8.
Nat. Assn. for the Study and Prev. of Tuberculosis, Boston, June'6-8.
Nebraska State Medical Association, Omaha, May 7-9.
New Hampshire Medical Society, Concord, May 15-16.
New Jersey Medical Society, Spring Lake, June 25-26.
New York State Medical Society, Albany, May 21-24.
North Dakota State Medical Association, Fargo, June 19-20.
Oklahoma State Medical Association, Tulsa, May 14-16.
Oregon State Medical Association, Portland, June 27-29.
Rhode Island Medical Society, Providence, June 6.
South Dakota State Medical Society, Mitchell, May 21-23.
Texas State Medical Association, San Antonio, May 14-16.
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